The purpose of this paper is to investigate the levels of extensive (wider set of goods) and intensive (larger quantities of each good) margins, as well as price, quantity, GDP, employment and GDP per worker for 126 countries grouped by human development, region and income hierarchies. Analysis of variance and the coefficient of variation were the tools of statistical analysis. In most cases the groups of countries differ substantially between them more so than countries within the groups.
Introduction
Phelps (2008) describes a great transformation of business from self-finance to companies with financial freedom to operate and compete with one another. In a modern economy, doors are open for individuals to engage and develop new products and commercial innovations. Phelps explains that innovations produce uncertainties and unanticipated consequences. The costs and benefits of innovations are attained after their launch. Innovations transform jobs; cause rapid growth, disequilibria, and big swings in business; and contribute to employee engagement and intellectual development. Phelps goes on to say that in economies that resist innovation, the disadvantaged suffer from failure of inclusion. Also, entrepreneurship helps the disadvantaged by making their jobs less of a burden. Two alternatives are in practice for the inclusion of the disadvantaged. One of them suggests putting more resources into the economy, such as human capital and technology to raise output and employment. The other alternative suggests putting the available resources into innovative and general business activities through reforms of labor and company laws as well as reforms of the financial sector.
Hall and Jones (1999) tackle the issue of disparity of productivity between nations due to innovation. They give as an example the large difference in productivity per worker in the United States, being 35 times larger than in Niger. The explanation for such differences, as Phelps (2008) has pointed out, is a major challenge of economics. Production functions attribute the differences among countries to human and physical capital and productivity. For the case of the 35-fold difference in output between the United States and Niger, physical capital contributed a factor of 1.5 to income difference, and educational levels contributed a factor of 3.1. Productivity residual was 7.7 fold. Hall and Jones (1999) hypothesize that differences in capital accumulation and output per worker (productivity) are related to what they call social infrastructure, by which they mean institutions and government policies that determine the economic environment. The economic environment determines the accumulation of skills of individuals and determines the accumulation of capital by firms to produce output.
La Porta et al (1998) attribute economic performance to rules that cover protection of shareholders in corporations. Their sample of 49 countries reveals that countries practicing common law provide the strongest protection. The weakest countries providing legal protection for investors are those practicing French civil law.
The German and Scandinavian countries are situated in the middle between the followers of common law and the civil-law countries. Furthermore, they found that when ownership is concentrated publicly, investor protection is negatively related. On a similar theme, Heckelman (2002) attributes the structure of institutions as means to evaluate economic performance, which includes concepts related to economic freedom. Here, the argument is concerned with whether bureaucrats or politicians can manage the economy better than can agents in a free market environment or vice-versa. Hummels and Klenow (2005) looked at a nation's extensive set of economic data and examined the implications for extensive (increasing returns) exports to an alternative, intensive (national product differentiation) exports. Nissan and Niroomand (2009) utilized Hummels and Klenow data of the eight economic variables to compare countries grouped in accordance to classification provided by United Nations Development Report (UNDD 2007) . The classifications were made by income as well as development categories. This research builds on the research by Hummels and Klenow (2005) and Nissan and Niroomand (2009) by incorporating the data produced for 126 countries. The purpose is to ascertain differences among and between countries grouped by human development index, geographic proximity (level of development), and income. Following this section, the paper discusses the "purpose" of the study along with the description of data, followed by "Results," and "Conclusion" sections.
Purpose
Hummels and Klenow (2002 Klenow ( , 2005 , henceforth (HK2002, HK2005), set out to examine a variety of economic indicator variables. First they looked at extensive exports (increasing returns) and second at intensive exports (national product differentiation). They explain that the extensive implies that an economy twice as large as another will export twice as much, but will not export a wider variety of goods. Economies have the alternative to export either a wider range of goods at lower prices or higher quality goods at higher prices. HK2005 collected a detailed set of data for 1995 covering 126 countries. The data for each country for each year include: Note that 0≤ IM ≤ 1.00 and 0≤ EM ≤1.0. The export price index (P) is a measure of whether an exporter's prices are high or low relative to other prices in the same type of market. Similarly, the export quantity index (X) could be interpreted as exporter's quantities relative to other quantities in the same type of market. HK2005, in Appendix A1 (pp. 720-722), provided for 126 countries estimates of their share of world exports (Overall), their fractions of extensive (EM) and intensive (IM) margins, and price (P) and quantity (X) indexes as discussed above. Also included in the appendix are a country's GDP relative to the rest of the world (Y), employment relative to the rest of the world (L), and GDP per worker relative to the rest-of-world GDP per worker (Y/L). Instead of using the data as given as was done by Nissan and Niroomand (2009) , this paper provides estimates as compared to the United States. This is done by dividing the data for each country by the U.S. data, giving a score of "1" for each of the eight entries.
Using the averages as a way to compare the countries as groups, this research groups the 126 countries in accordance with the classifications provided by the United Nations Development Report (UNDP 2007) and the World Bank (2007) . The classifications are done in three ways. The first is by human development, the second is by region (level of development) and the third is by income, with the purpose of finding out whether the groups of countries differ substantially for the various factors as explained in this section. With the HDI, explain Anand and Ravallion (1993) , the notion of development is often associated with rising incomes. Nowadays, the goal of development is the reduction of poverty and improvement in social serviceshealth and education in particular. The UNDP since 1999 has been publishing the Human Development Report (HDR) with the view that human development is "what can people do." Underdevelopment is the lack of certain capabilities. The HDI is an index constructed by incorporating three variables -longevity, knowledge and a decent standard of living. what is known as sigma convergence is the variance of a distribution, and, by implication, is the coefficient of variation also. The analysis of variance technique tests a hypothesis of equality of means by disaggregating total sum of squares (SST) into a between sum of squares (SSB) and a within sum of squares (SSW). The F-test as the ratio (MSB/MSW) where MSB and MSW are the mean squares obtained by dividing SSB and SSW by their proper degrees of freedom is used for testing the null hypothesis of equality of means. Table 1 provides the details for the eight variables for each of the 126 countries using the United States as a reference. C1, C2, and C3 identify a country for its place in accordance to HDI, region, and income classification as explained earlier. For Albania, the corresponding three codes (2, 2, 2,) indicate that Albania is situated in the medium group of the 54 countries of the HDI, is situated among the nine countries of Europe and Central Asia and is among the 54 middle income countries. To give an idea of the entries of Table 1 , the means for all the 126 countries tell us that the average share of the 126 countries of nominal exports as a ratio of nominal world exports as compared to the United States is 0.0434. The extensive (EM) and the intensive (IM) margins are, respectively, 0.2501 and 0.0880, indicating that on average there is more trade in a common set of goods as compared to specialized goods. That is, the extensive margin is almost three times the intensive margin. The average GDP relative to the rest of the world (Y) and average employment relative to the rest of the world (L) as compared to the Unites States are, respectively, 0.0311 and 0.1567.
Results
The United Kingdom accounts for 0.1067 as its share to world exports (Overall), as compared to the United States with 0.8382 for extensive (EM) and 0.1272 for intensive (IM) margins. For the price and quantity at 1.0928 and 0.1164, the indication is that the UK ships small quantities of specialized categories of goods at relatively high prices in contrast to the United States, for instance, with P=1.000 and X=1.000. UK's relative GDP (Y) to World GDP as compared to the United States is 0.1243 as compared to the United States at 1.000.
However, UK's employment relative to rest of the world is 0.2071 as compared to the United States at 1.000, which gives the corresponding worker productivity (Y/L) of 0.5992 (0.1243/0.5992). For EM (the extensive margin) for exports, the average fraction for trade for high HDI countries is substantial at 0.4597, compared to 0.1829 for the medium HDI countries, which is more than two-fold. For the low HDI countries, at 0.0504, this share is again too small compared to the two other groups. Similar differences are observed for the IM (intensive margin). It is of interest to note here the smaller magnitudes of IM as compared to EM, implying that most exports around the world consist of a broader set of goods to more markets rather than shipments of larger values of a common set of goods.
For the price P, and the quantity X, the high HDI group stands out at 0.8808 and 0.1572 as compared to the medium HDI and low HDI. Note that, as the high HDI at Y=0.0588 is 2.5 times larger than the medium HDI group (0.0588/0.0237) and 39.2 times larger than the low HDI group (0.0588/0.0015).
For employment relative to the rest of the world (L), the medium HDI countries capture a large average at 0.2664, while the difference between high HDI and low HDI countries is somewhat minor. Dividing the GDP, Y, by L, as an estimate for productivity (Y/L), the high HDI group has magnitudes of 0.5352 as compared to 0.1634 for the medium HDI and, 0.0355 for the low HDI group. The respective ratios are 3.28 and 15.1.
The coefficient of variation (CV) for the three groups by HDI for the eight variables is shown in panel (B). CV tells whether the individual members of a group depart significantly from the group's mean. The indication from Panel (B) is that for Overall, with values of CV<1.00, for most groups there is significant convergence, implying small disparities among them.
For EM, the low HDI group CV=1.06. For IM, the medium HDI group stands out at CV=1.07. For all the 126 combined at CV=0.96, the indication is convergence. However, for the price P, the CV within all countries seems to be major at CV=2.93. For the high HDI, CV=2.91. For medium HDI, CV=3.03 and CV=6.54 for low HDI. For the quantity X, the low HDI group has CV>1.00, indicating wide dispersion.
For GDP (Y) and employment (L), with no exception CV<1.00, implying small dispersions among the member countries of the groups. For Y/L, there seems to be large dispersions among the member countries of each group to that group's average at CV=2.60 for high HDI, CV=1.87 for medium HDI and CV=2.22 for low HDI. (Table 3) , and income (Table 4) . The results have similar interpretations to those found in Table 1 . Table 5 One anticipates that differences in human development, region and income are due to the productivity among the nations in each group.
Conclusion
This paper, through the use of data on eight major economic indicator variables for 126 countries supplied by HK2005, aligned the countries by HDI, region and income classifications. The dividing lines for HDI were in accordance with the classifications provided by UNDP (2007) , and the dividing lines for region and income classifications were provided by the World Bank (2007). The aim of the paper was to probe whether the divisions so obtained can differentiate the groups of countries for their economic performance. Note that the data supplied by HK2005 were converted into U.S. reference by dividing the entries of a country by the comparable U.S. entries. All comparisons, therefore, are in relation to the United States. Among the noted findings is that richer countries grouped by HDI, income and region differ substantially with the exception of Labor (L) variable when countries are grouped by HDI and income. This research was a further look at what Nissan and Niroomand Table 1 Continued Table 1 Continued 
